Remarks 

The Office Action mailed March 21, 2006 has been carefully considered. After such 
consideration, claims 1,11, and 12 have been amended. Claims 1-12, 14 and 15 remain in the 
case with none of the claims being allowed. 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-10 under 35 U.S.C. 101 saying the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Specifically, the Office Action said that applicant 
should amend claim 1 because claim 1 recites a system comprising a multiplicity of participants, 
and human beings are non-statutory subject matter. In response, applicant has amended claim 1. 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-3, 5-7, 9, 10-12, and 14 under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Donaldson/Koter (1999). The Office Action said that claim 1 is anticipated 
by Donaldson/Koter because Donaldson/Koter discloses an automated system for cultural 
exchange including a multiplicity of participants, a data processing system, and software, 
wherein the program provides for the exchange of cultural information in addition to teaching 
standard curriculum information and including three distinct phases: acclimation, teaching, and 
sharing of information. 

The present invention recites an automated system and method of operating a cultural 
ambassador exchange. The system includes a data processing system. The data processing 
system has a memory, a processor, a display and user interface, and software running on the 
system. The system is connected to computers within a network for communication 
therebetween so that at least one user is capable of accessing information about the program 
from the computers. The program provides for the exchange of cultural information in addition 
to teaching standard curriculum information . In addition, the program is administered and the 
participants managed over a predetermined period of time. The period of time includes at least 
three distinct phases: acclimation, teaching, and sharing of the information. The system is 
adapted for a multiplicity of participants within a program for cultural ambassador exchange. 
The participants include at least one host, cultural diplomats, corresponding mentor/advisors, and 
students. The method includes providing a program for cultural ambassador exchange, 
registering participants for participating in the program, and administering the program. 

In contrast, Donaldson/Koter discloses a system for learning language in cyberspace. 
The system includes using a MOO (Multiple user domain, object oriented) to allow students to 
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meet and chat over the Internet. (See Donaldson/Koter p. 532) The Donaldson/Koter system 
does not include the exchange of standard curriculum information, such as history, math, 
science, and other courses, as in the present invention. Therefore Donaldson/Koter does not 
anticipate the subject matter of claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-12 and 14, so the rejection of those claims 
should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action also had rejected claims 4 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being 
unpatentable over Donaldson/Koter in view of Boyd. 

As the Examiner is aware, it is the burden of the Examiner to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness when rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 (In re Renter, 651 F. 2d. 751, 210 
U.S.P.Q. 249 (CCPA 1981)). In this case, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness. 

It has been repeatedly held by the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit that absent 
some teaching, suggestion, or incentive supporting a combination of references, obviousness 
cannot be established by combining the teachings of the prior art (ACS Hospital Systems, Inc. v. 
Montefiori Hospital 732 F.2d. 1572, 1577, 221 U.S.P.Q. 929, 939 (CAFC 1984)). This has been 
interpreted to mean that there must be a reasonable intrinsic or extrinsic justification for the 
proposed combination of references in order to properly reject the claims of an invention. The 
examiner must propose some logical reason apparent from the evidence of record that justifies 
his combination or modification of the references (InreRegel, 188 U.S.P.Q. 132 (CCPA 1975)). 
Therefore, it is important in the instant situation to examine whether or not there exists a 
reasonable intrinsic or extrinsic justification for the proposed combination of references. 

It would not have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine Boyd 
and Donaldson/Koter. Boyd teaches the benefits of a cultural exchange program, in which the 
participants physically visit foreign countries and live and work with host families. In particular, 
Boyd notes that students improve their language skills and gain new cultural perspectives from 
studying abroad, (p. 2) Donaldson/Koter does not disclose the hosting taught by Boyd, which 
includes physically living and working a foreign family. Hosting of that type is not possible in 
cyberspace to which Donaldson/Koter is restricted. 

Further, the host, as taught in the present invention, communicates with the other 
participants via the data processing system (See Claim 1,11, and 12, and Specification p. 6), and 
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does not include physically living and working with a foreign family as in Boyd. Therefore, 
even if it were obvious to combine Boyd and Donaldson/Koter, the present invention would not 
be the result of that combination. 

The foreign exchange experience as taught by Boyd is vastly different from 
Donaldson/Koter. While a person may learn language or witness cultural differences as typed 
out on screen using Donaldson/Koter, it is a completely different thing to live in a different 
country. Experiences gained while living in a country can never be replicated via an Internet 
chat room in which people merely practice their language skills. Thus, it is unlikely a person of 
skill in the art would have found it obvious to incorporate providing an alumni network, having 
participant return from their respective countries, or any other traditional part of a foreign 
exchange program. 

By this amendment the Applicant has placed the case in condition for immediate 
allowance and such action is respectfiilly requested. However, if any issue remains unresolved. 
Applicant's attorney would welcome the opportunity for a telephone interview to expedite 
allowance and issue. 




Respectfiilly submitted. 
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